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Se coordmatlon among the Gulf

_,:nd local, federal, business and

j¢ -proflt partners to better conserve

d_ iestore coastal wetlands and other

VI .taI habitats throughout the Gulf of
Mexico.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
We might give some thought to whether this goal should be restated…include something about maximizing the efficiency & effectiveness of conservation and restoration project implementation through application of science, policy, and funding at levels commensurate with declines in ecosystem quality and quantity, structure & function, provision of ecosystem service, etc., throughout the region.


?Co Eacilitators:
topher Benson, NOAA Restoration Center
' v Puffer, EPA Gulf of Mexico Program
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~ *NGO Facilitator:

.-ll-"

~ —Quenton Dokken, Gulf of Mexico Foundation

*Membership:

—25-30, representing state and federal agencies and NGOs; —50
additional participants in state-specific workshops
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JWERRChanges in AN representation.

rrJrIorJe& ent of existing functional team structure, given
elV/Esacilivation, funding awards, and accountablllty

Soadat ;r frcatlon ofi DOI participation (USFWS, USGS, NPS,
“"« 0SS agency regional boundaries for entire Gulf)
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F_ ~ Both federal and state participants need support of their
agencies;

® Funding to coordinate should be continued at least at
current levels and better coordinated between funding
agencies
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Presentation Notes
 Up to now the team has functionally operated very democratically, without a true single state “lead”. On the other hand as we discussed yesterday regarding the ACT, there is a need for a single point of contact from the state representatives to our team who will interface with/serve as a liaison to the other teams, and because LA was designated as the lead state for our team in the first action plan (as Texas was for the Habitat ID team), that role has fallen to our Louisiana representatives (Greg, Len, Dugan).  The real issue being raised here is the fact that  Len has only ever participated sporadically due to poor health, Greg doesn’t always receive adequate support (time, travel, etc.) to fully participate, and Dugan is not actually a representative to our team; he participates because he has a personal interest but is actually the LA rep to the nutrients team and back-up/interim rep to the AMT (Dugan indicates that LA DEQ Secretary Harold Legget or his designee Lou Bouatt will ultimately fill this role; it has been in flux since their administration change).

Team members feel the current structure allows for equitable participation and results, and will continue to do so as implementation of recommendations occurs.  As with GMF, federal co-facilitators are similarly accountable to respective managements for outcomes of the work of the team.

Ben Tuggles supports Woody Woodrow’s participation for region 2 FWS…region 4? NPS? Generally USGS is well represented (Dawn LaVoie, participation from NWRC reps), as is MMS (Deborah Epperson, Stephanie Gambino, Bruce Baird, & Bob Martinson). 

can AMT make request to governors or congressional delegations to put forward legislative actions to make budget support available for participation?

and it should be clear that support for GOMA coordination is distinct from support to implement actions except in cases where coordination is the objective of an action. Support is needed for both team coordination activities (this is basically covered by the GMF funding awards) and for implementation of recommendations once they are made. The objective of including this is to make sure the AMT is aware that current funding levels will have to continue just to accomplish the team’s coordination activities (and additional support from the states, such as facilitating out-of-state travel requests, would be very helpful as well), and that much higher levels will likely be needed in the near future to implement the team’s recommendations.  Also, obviously the funding support for GOMA to date has been federally derived, so the question of commitment and high-level political support from the states has been raised more than once, and by state reps.
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- More CONESIVENNtIa-Staterteam communications are
,,,,, SUNLorclarify state’ positions/priorities across all
eamst

IlETNEW ACT structure will provide a needed forum for

m;-,;,: =team’ coordination; clarification of ACT membership
;;_4;;:- nportant, partlcularly where state representation Is
- unclear and/or NGO participation Is significant.

e When they are completed, the team will look to the AMT
for approval and circulation of “recommendations
synthesis documents” (conservation & restoration
recommendations, RSMMP) through Alliance websites,
EEN team, other venues.
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 In the case of our team, this team should probably also include both Quenton & Larry due to their central roles in team facilitation, either generally or for specific actions.  Other PITs will also have significant NGO participation…Harte Research Institute will be central to the Habitat ID team, as will the Northern Gulf Institute to both the Habitat ID & Resilience teams, and the Nature Conservancy will also be engaged on three teams…so should this decision be made generally or on a case-by-case basis?

These communications will include technical interpretation or science translation for local governments, congressional reps, professional scientific organizations, and other identified constituencies. The distribution mechanisms for this type of information have been established in theory but have not been tested on any extensive basis, so we’re looking to the AMT for some confidence that these channels will be effective. 
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RRCT.VS HCRTme

gional REstoration Coordination ream, estanlisned in
st Gevernor's Action Plan, recommends changing
JrJOrJF [SSUE title to “Habltat Conservation and
rrm 9l and the team name to the “Habitat
atlon and Restoration Team”
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E ase changes are iImportant to empha5|ze the
~Conservation components of the team’s activities. This

— focus has consistently been lost in favor of a restoration
~ focus, which is limiting.

® Theses changes are also important to shift the focus
from wetlands to habitats more generally.


Presenter
Presentation Notes
 

 

This is particularly important in order to shift the focus from habitats that are currently protected by regulation to habitats that face greater pressure due to lack of regulatory protection, and to advance action R1-7 (public-private partnership development and strengthening of conservation incentive programs for landowners).


of work for fhe Priori ‘Es.gg..
0] under*ﬁﬂ%&next action plan

E5iic bllshment of the team) &
(oLl 1d-robin Inventory workshops)...

0)f ipleted and will not carry forward into the next
_ f plan The information gained in undertaking
ase actions will form the basis for form the basis for

_H actions in the next action plan. Products resulting

“frem the workshops (project prioritization toolkit, etc.)
~ willl continue to evolve with input from other teams.
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particularly the Habitat ID & Resiliency teams (ecosystem service valuation, habitat change analyses, SLR & integrated topo/bathy data).




RiEsN(fieshwater inflows workshop) will be carried into »
guENIExtaction plan and will include language associated

yWiie) e opment of policy recommendations or best
mgmg practices to derive from the workshop.
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Lack of progress on this action despite the current EPA funding award is a concern…addressing this will require working closely with TPWD.
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RIEZNEnVironmental compliance issues),

=5 (streamlined project permitting),
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e -”(‘grantlng processes facilitating or impeding

-_f_ﬁ{o Jects), &
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"o R1-8 (development of the GRSMMP)...

willi result in recommendations synthesis documents
(anticipated in draft form by Aug. 2008)
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Though the shape that these recommendations will take is not final, they will contribute significantly to the content of the actions the team will undertake over the next five years. GMF & the state reps are working to tally like concerns and recommendations in order to further this effort.  Quite a bit of this info has already been presented in the round-robins, conference calls, etc. and just needs to be compiled in our synthesis documents. 



The above actions will result in specific actions in the next action plan for implementation of recommendations. 


of work for fh‘e Priori ]E&g@..»
m under*ﬁﬂ%—next action plan
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Acilen) F .- 7 (publlc private partnership development and
rleveloorﬂ' Off conservation incentive programs for
Jrlmrlu\\ iers) will be carried into the next action plan and
WillSfeclis on corporate support for project

~ ;me lementation, on existing landowner conservation
~ programs that can be strengthened, and on coordination
e ef Incentives research with the resilience team.
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JiE2Im under thernext a

n plan:

R1=9 ( _'ntation ofi population growth; statistics) Is
selelEtedrand will'be incorporated into the project
prierization toolkit resulting from Action R1-2.
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